A note from the desk of... 


DOMINIC H. CHOI 
DIRECTOR 
OFFICE OF SUPPORT SERVICES 





March 4, 2021 


TO: Use of Force Subcommittee 


SUBJECT: 2020 LAW CHANGES AND USE OF FORCE REPORTS 


Subcommittee, 


In response to your inquiry, I held a meeting on February 22, 2021, to review the current Chief 
of Police 15.2 (COP 15.2) to identify were improvements can me made specific to the 
transparency of the 2020 law changes for the application of force. In attendance at this meeting 
were members of Critical Incident Review Division, Training Bureau, and the Office of 
Constitutional Policing and Policy (specifically Director Rhodes). 


The attachment to this desk note is a highlighted version of the COP 15.2 for FO06-20, which 
includes text on page one for an idea to make apparent the inclusion of AB 392 and SB 230 in 
the analysis of the use of force by Department Personnel. That text is: 





of Force Policy to include all California papreno changes za Spee in AB 392 and SB 230. 


Throughout the remainder of the attachment, the additional standards of review are highlighted. 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 


Dom 
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TO: The Honorable Board of Police Commissioners 


FROM: Chief of Police 


SUBJECT: OFFICER INVOLVED SHOOTING, FID NO. 006-20 


Honorable Members: 


The following is my review, analysis, and findings for Officer Involved Shooting (OIS), Force 
Investigation Division (FID) No. 006-20. A Use of Force Review Board (UOFRB) was 
convened on this matter on November 16, 2020. I have reviewed and adopted the 
recommendations from the UOFRB for this incident. I hereby submit my findings in accordance 
with Police Commission policy. 









4, “Policy on the Use of Force — Revised,” February 5, 2020. Special Order No. 4 updated LAPD Use 
of Fome Policy t to sTnclUCe all C California a egeranve changes mended in AB 392 and SB 230. 
SUMMARY! 


On Friday, February 21, 2020, Officers S. Park, Serial No. 42345, and C. Molina, Serial 

No. 43054, were working uniformed patrol in 77 Division on loan from Southeast Division, 
assigned to Unit 12A31. Officers Park and Molina were in full police uniform and driving a 
marked black and white Ford Explorer Sport Utility Vehicle (SUV). 


Officers Park and Molina had worked together as partners for approximately five to six months 
prior to this day and have had numerous discussions regarding tactics. The discussions have 
included, but were not limited to, contact and cover, traffics stops, shooting incidents, calling for 
additional resources, active shooter scenarios, verbal and non-verbal communication, concepts of 
distance and cover, less-lethal force options, lethal force options, and the debriefing of radio calls 
that they had handled. Additionally, Officers Park and Molina had a standing tactical plan which 
specified that if one officer attempted to physically detain a suspect, the partner officer would 
additionally physically detain the suspect, believing that the initiating officer observed 
something, such as a possible threat, that the partner officer had not observed. On the day of the 
OIS incident, Officer Park was the driver officer and would primarily be the contact officer on 


' The summary and the investigation completed by FID for this incident have been provided to the Board of Police 
Commissioners. 
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Detention 


Officers Park and Molina responded to an “Unknown Trouble” radio call regarding a woman 
requesting the response of a police officer. Officers arrived and contacted Kolen, who was 
possibly involved in the radio call. While speaking with Kolen, Officer Park observed a silver 
object located in the area of Kolen’s rear waistband. Believing the silver object was a possible 
weapon, Officer Park attempted to detain Kolen to conduct a cursory pat down search. Officer 
Molina also attempted to physically detain Kolen who resisted the attempt to search and 
produced a knife from Kolen’s rear waistband area. Kolen walked towards Officers Park and 
Molina while armed with the knife resulting in an OIS. The actions of detaining Kolen during 
this incident were appropriate and within Department policies and procedures. 


Tactics 


Department policy relative to a Tactical Debrief is: “The collective review of an incident to 
identify those areas where actions and decisions were effective and those areas where 
actions and decisions could have been improved. The intent of a Tactical Debrief is to 
enhance future performance. ” 


Department policy relative to Administrative Disapproval is: “A finding, supported by a 
preponderance of the evidence that the tactics employed during a CUOF incident 
unjustifiably and substantially deviated from approved Department tactical training” 
(Los Angeles Police Department Manual, Volume 3, Section 792.05). 


The evaluation of tactics requires that consideration be given to the fact that officers are forced to 
make split-second decisions under very stressful and dynamic circumstances. Tactics are 
conceptual and intended to be flexible and incident specific, which requires that each incident be 
looked at objectively and the tactics be evaluated based on the totality of the circumstances. 





` The analysis reflects my recommendations as supported by the preponderance of the evidence established by the 
FID investigation. 
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Tactical de-escalation does not require that an officer compromise his or her safety or increase 
the risk of physical harm to the public. De-escalation techniques should only be used when it is 
safe and prudent to do so. 


Planning — Officers Park and Molina have worked together as partners for approximately five to 
six months and have had previous discussions regarding tactics. According to Officer Park, 
Officers Park and Molina bad a standing tactical plan which specified that if one officer 
attempted to physically detain a suspect, the partner officer would additionally physically detain 
the suspect, believing that the initiating officer observed something, such as a possible threat that 
the partner officer had not observed. On the day of the OIS incident, Officer Park was the driver 
officer and would primarily be the contact officer on incidents, while Officer Molina was the 
passenger officer and would be the cover officer. Depending on the situation, the roles could be 
switched, 


After receiving the unknown trouble radio call, Officer Molina read the comments to Officer 
Park as they responded Code Three. According to Officer Molina, the unknown trouble radio 
call made it difficult to discuss a tactical plan due not knowing the cause of the radio call. After 
arriving at scene, Officer Park and Molina made contact with Kolen. The UOFRB noted that 
although Officers Park and Molina discussed their roles of contact and cover, they both 
participated in verbally contacting Kolen. During their investigation, Officer Park observed a 
silver object to the right rear side of Kolen’s waistband. Officer Park did not want to alert Kolen 
of her observation and cause an adverse reaction; therefore, Officer Park did not advise Officer 
Molina about the object. Officer Park’s plan was to place Kolen into a standing position, apply 
handcuffs, and conduct a cursory pat down search of her person for weapons. 


The UOFRB discussed Officer Park’s plan to place Kolen into a standing position, apply 
handcuffs, and conduct a cursory search of her person for weapons. The UOFRB would have 
preferred Officer Park to have communicated her observations with Officer Molina of a possible 
weapon in Kolen’s waistband. After communicating with Officer Molina, the UOFRB would 
have preferred that Officer Park then make an appropriate tactical plan that would have allowed 
her and Officer Molina to take Kolen into custody, from a position of distance and cover, using 
high risk pedestrian stop tactics. 


Assessment — Officers Park and Molina assessed the incident and Kolen’s action and behavior 
throughout the incident. Upon arrival to the scene, Officers Park and Molina assessed the scene 
and located Kolen sitting between two parked vehicles. According to Officer Molina, Kolen had 
a blank stare, her face was expressionless, and her replies were very short. Based on Kolen’s 
demeanor and the tone of her voice, Officer Molina believed that Kolen was possibly the victim 
of a crime and/or suffering from depression. During their conversation, Kolen identified herself 
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After the OIS, Sergeant Eiman initiated the formation of an arrest team. The arrest team utilized 
multiple resources including less-lethal force options, such as a Beanbag Shotgun and a TASER, 
and a ballistic shield. 


Lines of Communication — Officers Park and Molina engaged Kolen in a dialogue and 
attempted to gain information from her utilizing several different questions, while reassuring her 
that she was not in trouble and that the officers were there to help her. 


The UOFRB noted the compassion by the officers communicated with Kolen, in which they 
advised her that they were there to assist her and that she was not in trouble. The UOFRB 
additionally noted that although the each had a designated contact and cover role, both officers 
served as the contact officer at various times, as they communicated with Kolen. 


Officer Park observed a silver object to the rear of Kolen’s waistband. Officer Park did not want 
to alert Kolen of her observation and cause an adverse reaction; therefore, she did not advise 
Officer Molina about the object she believed was a possible weapon. During the attempt to 
detain Kolen for a cursory pat down search, Officers Park and Molina attempted to continue to 
de-escalate the situation by advising Kolen, “We’re trying to help you,” and “Calm down.” 
After Kolen produced a knife and moved towards the officers, commands to stop were given to 
Kolen, in an attempt to gain her compliance. According to the FID investigation, it was 
determined that from the time Kolen began walking towards the officers while armed with the 
knife, to the time of the OIS, approximately six seconds elapsed. In addition, the FID analysis 
determined that Officer Molina backed up approximately 32 feet prior to firing her first round. 


The UOFRB was critical of Officer Park and Molina’s communication with each other. 
Throughout the investigation of the radio call, Officer Park and Molina did not communicate 
their inferences and observations during their interaction with Kolen. Officer Park redeployed to 
Kolen’s opposite side without alerting Officer Molina and when Officer Park observed a possible 
weapon in Kolen’s waistband, she did not communicate her observations to Officer Molina. The 
UOFRB noted that Officer Park was standing behind Kolen and would have been able to utilize 
an alternative form of communication such as hand signs. The UOFRB would have preferred 
that Officer Park to have communicated with Officer Molina her observations and then formulate 
a plan to take Kolen into custody utilizing distance, cover, and appropriate high-risk pedestrian 
stop tactics. 


During the review of the incident, the following Debriefing Topics were noted: 


Debriefing Point No. 1 Factical Planning/Communication 
(Substantial Deviation, without Justification — Officer Park) 


Officers must approach every contact, whether a consensual encounter or a lawful detention, 
with offi icer Safety in mind. Complacency, ne daea poor planning, or inappropriate 
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In order to ensure officer safety and help ensure an appropriate outcome, the primary officers 
and cover officers must effectively communicate with one another. Appropriate communication 
involves: 


e Advising the primary officer of any critical occurrences or safety issues (e.g., 
movement within the target vehicle, someone approaching outside the primary 
officer's field of vision, possible crossfire situations, etc.), 

e Avoid inappropriate interruptions, and 

e Avoid giving directions which conflict with those given by the primary officer. Only 
one person, usually the primary officer, gives the commands, unless a specific 
situation calls for another officer to issue a command (California Commission or 


Peace Officers Standards and T. raining. , Learning Domain No. : 2). 


Officer Park failed to develop and communicate a tactical plan with Officer Molina when they 
encountered a suspect who Officer Park believed was potentially armed with a weapon. 








Operational success is based on the ability of officers to effectively communicate during critical 
incidents. Officers, when faced with a tactical incident, improve their overall safety by their 
recognition of an unsafe situation and by working together collectively to ensure a successful 
resolution. A sound tactical plan should be implemented to ensure minimal exposure to the 
officers, while keeping in mind officer safety concerns. 


In this case, Officers Park and Molina had worked together as partners for approximately five to 
six months and had numerous discussions regarding tactics. Additionally, Officers Park and 
Molina had a standing tactical plan, which specified that if one officer attempted to physically 
detain a suspect, the partner officer would additionally physically detain the suspect, believing 
that the initiating officer observed something, such as a possible threat, that the partner officer 
had not observed. On the day of the OIS incident, Officer Park was the driver officer and would 
primarily be the contact officer on incidents, while Officer Molina was the passenger officer and 
would be the cover officer. The roles could be switched, depending on the situation. 


Officers Molina and Park were assigned an unknown trouble radio call, which made it difficult to 
discuss a tactical plan due not knowing the cause of the radio call; however, Officer Molina read 
the comments of the radio call to Officer Park as they responded. Upon arrival to the radio call 
location, the officers made contact with Kolen. During the officers’ investigation, they observed 
Kolen had a blank stare, her face was expressionless, and her replies were very short. Both 
officers believed Kolen was a victim of a crime or was suffering from depression. Officer Park 
noted Kolen was not responding very well to their questions and would just look at them. Based 
on her training and experience, Officer Park believed that the interaction with Kolen seemed a 
little “off”, leading Officer Park to believed that Kolen was the source of the radio call. 
Additionally, Officer Park was unsure of the situation and was thinking about multiple possible 
scenarios to explain Kolen’s behavior, such as a possible ambush. Officer Park decided to 
redeploy to the north sidewalk of 78 Street, with the intention to move to a position of 
advantage where she and her partner could triangulate on Kolen. Officer Park observed a silver 
object to the right rear side of Kolen’s waistband. Officer Park did not want to alert Kolen of her 





The Honorable Board of Police Commissioners 
Page 16 
3.2 


not communicate either possibility to Officer Molina which left Officer Molina with limited time 
to assess the situation and then physically assist Officer Park in detaining Kolen. 


Based on the totality of the circumstances, the UOFRB determined, and I concur, that Officer 
Molina’s attempt to assist Officer Park with detaining Kolen was not a deviation from approved 
Department tactical training. In order to enhance future performance, I will direct that this be a 
topic of discussion during the Tactical Debrief. 


Additional Tactical Debrief Topics 


Tactical Vehicle Deployment — Officer Park parked the police vehicle directly across the street 
from the radio call location. Had Officer Park parked further down the street on the same side as 
the location of the radio call this would have provided a greater tactical advantage on the 
officers’ approach to the radio call. I will direct this to be a topic of discussion during the 
Tactical Debrief. 


Initiating Physical Contact with a Flashlight in Hand — Officer Park attempted to physically 
detain Kolen while still holding her flashlight in her left hand. Officers are reminded that 
utilizing both hands when attempting to detain a suspect can provide a higher level of control 
than one hand. I will direct this to be a topic of discussion during the Tactical Debrief. 


Profanity — When Kolen armed herself with a knife from her rear waistband, Officer Molina 
utilized profanity. Although in this case the actions of Kolen were dynamic, officers are 
reminded to remain professional in their encounters with the community. I will direct this to be a 
topic of discussion during the Tactical Debrief. 


Maintaining Control of Equipment (Flashlight) — Officer Park intentionally dropped her 
flashlight on to the ground when Kolen, who was armed with a knife, moved towards her and 
Officer Molina. Officer Park dropped her flashlight to retrieve her radio from its belt mounted 
holster and broadcast a backup request. Officers are reminded that, when possible it is Important 
to retain necessary equipment, such as a flashlight, while operating in low light conditions. I will 
direct this to be a topic of discussion during the Tactical Debrief. 


Tactical Communication — After the OIS incident, Officer Molina requested CD to advise the 
responding units that she and Officer Park were facing east. Officer Molina made that request in 
order to avoid potential crossfire situations. A broadcast with specific information on a direction 
of approach to the location would have assisted responding units in assessing a safe avenue of 
approach. I will direct this to be a topic of discussion during the Tactical Debrief. 








The Honorable Board of Police Commissioners 
Page 17 
a2 


implements the plan of action while continuously assessing the situation, making necessary 
adjustments. managing resources, managing the scope of the incident (containment), and 
evaluating whether existing Department protocols apply to the incident. 


Command and Control is a process where designated officers use active leadership to 
command others while using available resources to accomplish tasks and minimize risk. 
Active leadership provides clear, concise, and unambiguous communication to develop and 
implement a plan, direct officers and manage resources. The senior officer or any person on 
scene who has gained sufficient situational awareness shall initiate Command and Control 
and develop a plan of action. Command and Control will provide direction, help manage 
resources, and make it possible to achieve the desired outcome. Early considerations of 
PATROL wiil assist with the Command and Control process (Los Angeles Police 
Department, Training Bulletin, Volume XLVII Issue 4, July 2018). 


Line Supervision — Defined. A supervisor who has the specific responsibility of issuing 
directions and orders to designated subordinates shall be considered as having the duty of 
line supervisor and shall be held accountable for achieving conformance with the directions 
and orders that he/she issues (Los Angeles Police Department Manual, Volume 3, 

Section 135). 


Incident Commander (IC) — In accordance with Department Policy, the IC sets the 
objectives, the strategy and directs the tactical response. Directing the tactical response 
means applying tactics appropriate to the strategy, assigning the right resources and 
monitoring performance (Supervisor's Field Operations Guide, Volume 2, LAPD Emergency 
Operations Guide). 


Sergeant Eiman responded to the incident and was the first supervisor to arrive. Sergeant Eiman 
initiated the formation of a contact/arrest team and directed the team to take Kolen into custody. 
Sergeant Eiman identified that Kolen was not conscious or breathing and directed officers to 
initiate CPR. Sergeant Eiman directed officers to set up a crime scene, preserve evidence, and 
canvass for witnesses and possible victims. He implemented crime scene management while 
maintaining communication with Sergeant Gomez. 


The UOFRB noted that it would have been preferred for Sergeant Eiman to have removed 
Officer Park and Molina from the contact /arrest in order to properly separate and monitor them. 
However, Sergeant Eiman was acting with the intention of taking Kolen into custody as 
expediently as possible in order to render medical aid to her. Sergeant Eiman should have also 
assessed the officers at scene and ordered officers that were not specifically assigned as 
designated cover officers to holster their service pistols. 


Sergeant Gomez responded to the incident and assisted with the formation of the contact/arrest 
team. Sergeant Gomez retrieved a ballistic shield for the arrest/contact team from her police 
vehicle for use while the arrest team was approaching Kolen. After Kolen was in taken custody, 
Sergeant Gomez broadcast a Code Four and declared herself IC. Sergeant Gomez identified 
Officers Park and Molina as the involved officers and separated and monitored them. Sergeant 
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Officer Molina (1% Occurrence) 


According to Officer Molina, after she lost her grip of Kolen’s arm, she moved forward to grab 
Kolen’s arm again. As Officer Molina came within approximately three feet of Kolen, Officer 
Molina observed Kolen produce a kitchen knife. Officer Molina perceived Kolen had raised, in 
an overhand grip, the kitchen knife to the area near Kolen’s head. Officer Molina drew her 
service pistol because Officer Molina believed that Kolen was going to attempt to stab her and 
Officer Park with the knife. 


Officer Molina recalled, 


At that point I tried to move forward to grab her arm again, and then I don't know out 
of where she produced the -- I think it was, like, 12-inch -- it's like a kitchen knife. And 
then when I -- she turned around and faced us and that's when she placed the overhand 
grip on the knife and she had it placed where her head is.4 


I believe that when she had it over her head, she was maybe three feet -- three feet jrom me 
maybe.° 


1, at that point, unholstered my firearm, because I thought that, you know, she was going 
to try to stab us with a knife.® 


Officer Molina (2"4 Occurrence) 


According to Officer Molina, she holstered her service pistol because she intended to broadcast a 
help call but realized that Officer Park had already broadcast a help call. Officer Molina 
recognized that Kolen was still in close proximity to Kolen’s knife, had not been handcuffed, and 
could pick up the knife again. Officer Molina drew her service pistol for a second time. 


I holstered back up, because I was going to put out -- I was going to put out the help call, 
but then I realized my partner put out the help call. And then I realized, you know, she's 
not in cuffs yet and the knife is still there, so I decided I needed to draw my firearm 
again, because she's not in cuffs and she could still pick up the knife again.’ 


* Officer Molina, Page 41, Lines 4-10 

> Officer Molina, Page 43, Lines 11-13 

€ Officer Molina, Page 41, Lines 23-25 

” Officer Molina, Page 66, Lines 20-25 & Page 67, Line 1 
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Officer Park — Firm Grip 


According to Officer Park, she ordered Kolen to stand up, but Kolen did not comply. Therefore, 
Officer Park decided to go “hands on” with Kolen, in order to control and prevent Kolen from 
reaching for the silver object. While holding her flashlight in her left hand, Officer Park leaned 
forward and used her right hand to grab a hold of Kolen’s right bicep. Officer Park utilized a 
C-grip with both hands on Kolen’s bicep. According to Officer Park, once Kolen stood up and 
she began “pulling away” from Officer Park. Kolen pulled her body in an “eastbound” direction 
towards the north sidewalk of 78* Street and repeated “No, no, no.” As Kolen pulled away she 
was “wiggling” her arm and pulled it into the interior of her sweatshirt. Officer Park lost her 
grip on Kolen’s right arm. 


Officer Park recalled, 


I looked to the suspect and I saw something. It was like a -- not even an inch like a silver 
-- if was just caught my light on it, so I was like what is that? I didn't know what -- I 
couldn't tell what it was. She was sitting down. It wasn't -- it wasn't in her pocket. It was 
on her right rear side, like, area.» 
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Officer Park may have observed something Officer Molina did not observe or Kolen was in 
possession of some type of weapon. I noted that the physical force utilized by Officers Park and 
Molina (firm grip) was minimal and intended to effect a detention of Kolen. 


Based on the totality of the circumstances, the UOFRB determined, and I concur, that an officer 
with similar training and experience as Officers Park and Molina, while faced with similar 
circumstances, would reasonably believe that this same application of non-lethal force would be 
reasonable to effect a detention of Kolen. 


Therefore, I find Officers Park and Molina’s non-lethal use of force to be objectively reasonable 
and In Policy, No Further Action. 


Factors Used to Determine Objective Reasonableness” 


The Department examines reasonableness using Graham v. Connor and the articulated facts 
from the perspective ofa Los Angeles Police Officer with similar training and experience, in 
the same situation, based on the totality of the circumstances. 


In determining the appropriate level of force. officers shall evaluate each situation in light of 
facts and circumstances of each particular case. Those factors may include, but are not 
limited to: 


The feasibility of using de-escalation tactics; 

The seriousness of the crime or suspected offense, 

The level of threat or resistance presented by the subject: 

Whether the subject was posing an immediate threat to officers or a danger to the 
community; 

The potential for injury to citizens, officers or subjects; 

The risk or apparent attempt by the subject to escape; 

The conduct of the subject being confronted (as reasonably perceived by the officer at 
the time); 

The amount of time and any changing circumstances during which the officer had to 
determine the type and amount of force that appeared to be reasonable; 

The availability of other resources; 

The training and experience of the officer; 

The proximity or access of weapons to the subject; 

Officer versus subject factors such as age, size, relative strength, skill level, 
injury/exhaustion and number officers versus subjects; and, 

The environmental factors and/or other exigent circumstances. 


2% Office of the Chief of Police (OCOP), Special Order No. 4, “Policy on the Use of Force - Revised,” was adopted 
by the Department on February 5, 2020 and amended LAPD Manual, Volume I, Section 556.10. 
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Use of Force — Deadly” 


dt is the policy of this Department that deadly force shall be used only when necessary in 
defense of human life. Specifically, deadly force shall be used only to: 


e To defend against an imminent threat of death or serious bodily injury to the officer 
or to another person; or 

e To apprehend a fleeing person for any felony that threatened or resulted in death or 
serious bodily injury, if the officer reasonably believes that the person will cause 
death or serious bodily injury to another unless immediately apprehended. Where 
feasible, a peace officer shall, prior to the use of force, make reasonable efforts to 
identify themselves as a peace officer and to warn that deadly force may be used, 
unless the officer has objectively reasonahle grounds to believe the person is aware 


of those facts. 


In determining whether deadly force is necessary, officers shall evaluate each situation in 
light of the particular circumstances of each case and shall use other available resources 
and techniques if reasonably safe and feasible. 


Note: Because the application of deadly force is limited to the above scenarios, 
an officer shall not use deadly force against a person based on the danger that 
person poses to themselves. if an objectively reasonable officer would believe 
the person does not pose an imminent threat of death or serious bodily injury to 
the officer or another person. 


The Department’s Evaluation of Deadly Force?! 


The Department will analyze an officer's use of deadly force by evaluating the totality of the 
circumstances of each case consistent with the California Penal Code Section 835(a), as well 
as the factors articulated in Graham v. Connor. 


Officer Molina — 9mm, two rounds, from an approximate distance of 12 feet. 


According to Officer Molina, Kolen walked towards her and Officer Park at a fast pace, while 
holding the knife in her right hand. As Kolen approached them, Officer Molina observed that 
Kolen was jabbing the knife forward in her direction, while holding the knife at waist level. 
Officer Park continued to give Kolen commands to stop. Officer Molina believed she observed 
Kolen move her head back and forth indicating that Kolen “was not going to stop.” Officer 
Molina was walking backwards as quickly as she could but could not walk backwards fast 


* Office of the Chief of Police (OCOP), Special Order No. 4, “Policy on the Use of Force - Revised,” was adopted 
by the Department on February 5, 2020 and amended LAPD Manual, Volume 1, Section 556.10. 
*! Office of the Chief of Police (OCOP), Special Order No. 4, “Policy on the Use of Force - Revised,” was adopted 
by the Department on February 5, 2020 and amended LAPD Manual, Volume 1, Section 556.10. 
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because she could not observe where she was going. Officer Molina felt like Kolen was “power 
walking” towards her and had closed enough distance where Officer Molina felt Kolen “was 
going to stab” them. When Officer Molina believed Kolen was approximately four feet to five 
feet away from her, Officer Molina discharged one round from her service pistol at Kolen to 
prevent Kolen from “hurting or killing” her or Officer Park. Officer Molina assessed after her 
first round and observed that Kolen was “not stopped” by the first round she had fired. Officer 
Molina “shot again,” from a distance she believed was approximately three feet, causing Kolen 
to fall to the ground. Officer Molina assessed again and did not feel that she needed to shoot 
anymore because Kolen was on the ground, had dropped the knife, and felt Kolen was no longer 
a threat. 


Officer Molina recalled, 


I remember at some point when we were telling her to stop, she shook her head indicating 
32 
no. 


She was closing distance while we were trying to create distance between her.” 


I felt that she was going to close distance on me or my partner. And I got scared, because I 
thought she was going to stab me or stab my partner and, like, kill one of us. So in an effort 
to try to like, you know, stop her from killing us, I got really scared and I shot. And I shot to 
just prevent her from hurting us or killing us.*4 


I shot approximately two rounds. I shot two rounds, because I shot one and then she 

still was not down. She had not stopped, so I shot again and at that point she fell to the 
ground. So I assessed again and I didn't feel that I needed to shoot anymore, because she 
had already -- I believe she either dropped the knife or she was -- she was already on the 
Tog, but I didn't feel like she was going to come -- be able to get back up and try to hurt 
us. 


I think I remember kind of backing up, trying to create, like, distance from her and my 
partner was giving her commands, telling her to stop. I remember at some point when we 
were telling her to stop, she shook her head indicating no. So she moved her head like in a 
back and forth motion like this while she was still holding the -- I believe she was still 
holding the knife over her head and she -- pretty much what I -- what I believe to mean no. 
And as we kept backing up, she -- then I saw her come towards me with the knife. I think at 
this point she might have had it either mid level or she might have had it, like, here kind of 
and I think she had it like this*® 


32 Officer Molina, Page 17, Lines 15-16 
33 Officer Molina, Page 18, Lines 9-11 
4 Officer Molina, Page 19, Lines 5-11 
5 Officer Molina, Page 19, Lines 13-22 
36 Officer Molina, Page 17, Lines 12-25 





